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ABSTRACT 
 
This project contains the research area of Europeanization and how our selected EU member 
state has influenced the level of Europeanization through different initiatives. Europeanization is 
a theoretical concept which is applied to the level of EU politics. The theoretical concept 
consists of different approaches, and we have explained these and furthermore applied these 
approaches to the context of our project. We have selected two specific member states in order 
to limit our area of research. We have chosen Germany and France as we believe there are 
various examples of how these member states have contributed in promoting further 
Europeanization. In order to answer our problem formulation we have made use of two German-
French declarations for our analysis. We have made use of the tools provided by the theory and 
applied these to the specific examples emphasizing how Germany and France may have 
attempted to influence EU level politics. In the project we conclude that Germany and France 
have made several attempts to influence EU Foreign politics, in terms of securing their own 
security as well as the European security.  
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ABBREVIATIONS 
 
EU – European Union 
CFSP – Common Foreign Security Policy 
ESDP – European Security and Defense Policy 
EFTA – European Free Trade Association 
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
COREPER –Committee of Permanent Representatives 
EMS – European Monetary System 
EMU – Economic and Monetary Union 
MSs – Member States 
WWII – World War 2 
WEU – Western Union 
EC – European Community 
USSR – Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
EDSP – European Security and Defense Policy 
US – United States 
EPC – European Political Cooperation 
EEAS – European External Action Service 
HR – High Representative 
TEU – Treaty of the European Union 
SFOR – Stabilization Force 
NLA – National Liberation Army 
CDU – Christian Democrats 
IGC - Intergovernmental Conference 
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RESEARCH AREA 
 
Europeanization is a process that has been widely referred to in the science politics and 
particularly in addition to the European Union. The process has been described by many 
theorists, and we have chosen those of Patrick Muller & Nicole Alecu de Flers, Cini & Borragan, 
Olsen and Ladrech. These theorists thoroughly present the process of Europeanization, both 
from a top-down and a bottom-up perspective. This lay the foundation for our further work, as 
we wish to gain a clear understanding how Germany and France has promoted Europeanization 
within the sector of Foreign policy of the European Union. It becomes evident that 
Europeanization can be traced in supranational sectors such as agriculture and economy. 
However in recent years the study of Europeanization has increased and along with it has its 
applicability to other policy areas. Reuben Wong suggests that “foreign and security policy is not 
immune to Europeanization” (Wong, 2005, p.37). We wish to examine whether the process of 
Europeanization is applicable to the sector of Security & Foreign policy. Prior to our analysis we 
will show the process of Europeanization can be vividly seen in the sector of Economy. Once 
we have clarified the influence of Europeanization within the economy sector, we will examine if 
and how the very same process can be traced in the sector of foreign and security policy. In 
order to limit our area of research we have chosen two specific EU member states and chosen 
to focus solely on German and French proposals. We will examine how Germany and France 
has contributed to the EU Foreign & Security Policy, and conclusively find an answer to whether 
the two countries has contributed in Europeanizing the EU sector of Foreign and Security 
Policy. 
 
Problem Formulation 
 
How has Germany and France participated in the Europeanization of CFSP? 
In order to answer our problem formulation we have added three working questions. These will 
refer to each part of analysis and thereby assist in answering the problem formulation. 
 
  
How is Europeanization exercised by the Council and Commission? 
We wish to gain an understanding of how the Council and the Commission may have an 
Europeanizing effect in terms of their institutional power. Firstly we will describe their basic 
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powers and then we will explain these in regard to the approach of Europeanization. This will 
aid us in gaining a further understanding of Europeanization as the mentioned EU bodies can 
be instrumental in exercising Europeanization.  
 
How is Europeanization visible in the sector of Economy? 
We wish to understand how Europeanization can be traced in the sector of Economy, as we 
believe it is a sector of which Europeanization is vividly seen.  
 
What are the general French and German CFSP contributions? 
We wish to discover how Germany and France has contributed to CFSP development by 
assessing their historical approach and attitude towards the CFSP.  
 
How do we distinguish between French and German proposals to EU Foreign policy? 
We wish to discover how Germany and France actively participated in developing EU Foreign & 
Security Policy. We believe that certain German and French actions reflect advocating for 
further development in EU Foreign & Security Policy. We wish to gain a further understanding of 
the German and French capabilities in pushing forwards the EU and particularly the EU Foreign 
& Security Policy. In order to answer this question we will look at the German-French Joint letter 
and the German-French declaration. We believe it is highly important for us to distinguish 
between French and German proposals.  
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THEORY 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Academicians Graziano & Vink argue that we can perceive Europeanization as a relatively new 
theory. From their point of view the specialist on integration in between 1950’-1980s’ did not 
need the word Europeanization as the vocabulary was sufficient to describe the ongoing 
processes. Change came with the end of decentralized governance promoted throughout the 
member states of the European Community. The traditional theories in integration were not 
applicable to the current issues. Furthermore the 1980’s brought in a much wider usage of 
majority voting. Therefore a much more significant amount of legislation and decisions was 
made in Brussels (Graziano & Vink, 2007, p. 24-25). The previous decentralization led to 
incoherent decision-making, which did not have a strong impact on supra nationalizing the 
politics. So for a shift from intergovernmental, mainly bilateral governing to supranational unified 
system changed the nature of integration (Ibid., p. 26). In terms of CFSP Graziano & Vink claim, 
that Europeanization lacks coherent authoritative decision-making center, therefore we are 
forced to rely on not really fluent cooperation or consulting of member states (Ibid, p.322). 
Europeanization has been considered to be a very important theory in European integration 
researches for three fundamental reasons. To begin with, the European Union has not only 
managed to get involved in a wide variety of policies during the integration process for more 
than 50 years now, but it has a tremendous impact on the everyday lives of its members, as 
well. Secondly, the union exercises influence not only on member states themselves and their 
citizens, but also on other countries outside the union, who may or may not want to obtain a 
membership. Therefore, the EU has been stimulating those countries to show sufficient 
developments of “market liberalization, democracy, human rights, and good governance”. 
Finally, we will see how European integration has exerted indirect impact on EU-countries as 
much as on non-EU countries, too (Cini & Borragan, 2010, p.408). 
For a start, Europeanization is seen to be a wide-discussed theory in the study of the European 
Union and European Integration. Furthermore, Europeanization represents the relationship 
between the EU and the member states and other countries outside the union. 
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On the one hand, there are those Europeanization ideas that discuss the influence member 
states exercise upon the EU’s political developments. On the other hand, there are other 
Europeanization concepts explaining the dominance of the EU over member states and 
basically how the union prompts domestic change. Generally speaking, the three main 
Europeanization concepts, recognized so far, are top-down Europeanization, bottom-up 
Europeanization and the the approach of combining of both top-down and bottom-up in one, 
which is also called cross-loading or integrative Europeanization. To understand these three 
principles and how they work we will provide a detailed description including the explanation 
how these approaches work in practice within the EU bodies (Cini & Borragan, 2010). 
 
 
What is Europeanization? 
 
According to Cini (2010), Europeanization can be explained as a concept which focusses on the 
interaction between the EU, the member states and third country nationals. Furthermore, 
depending on the nature of this interaction, Cini (2010) identifies three main dimensions of 
Europeanization. Firstly, Europeanization could be seen as a top-down process which focusses 
on how the EU causes MSs and non-member states to change their domestic politics in order to 
download and comply with the EU law. Secondly, Europeanization could be explained as a 
bottom-up process, which in contrast to the top-down, focusses on how the member states 
influence EU policies and thus upload their domestic preferences at the EU level. Finally, the 
third dimension embodies the combination of top-down and bottom-up Europeanization where 
member states will try to upload their domestic preferences to the EU level and then download 
them at domestic level in order to avoid possible incompatibilities between EU policies and 
national policies (Cini, 2010, p. 406). 
  
Top-Down Europeanization 
 
As mentioned above, top-down Europeanization embodies the impact of the EU policy-making 
on the domestic behavior of the European and non-European countries during the 
implementation of the EU law. This specific dimension aims to explain the process of EU 
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influencing national law, by triggering domestic change. When EU law requires national law to 
adapt and comply, the EU is influencing or shaping national politics, which is the process of 
Top-down Europeanization.  In some cases nationals will find it complicated to comply with 
certain EU policy if these policies are different from the domestic political views. In these cases, 
member states will experience a so called policy misfit and they will be exposed to certain 
problems when the EU law has to be implemented. Policy misfit is considered to be a central 
concept in connection with top-down Europeanization. This concept embodies the idea that the 
EU can trigger domestic change only when national policies and politics do not fulfill the 
requirements of the EU. In these cases where the EU causes domestic change, there are 
certain differences between national and EU ideas and that is called ‘policy misfit’. Also, when 
policy misfit is present, member states are being hampered to download EU policies.   
  
Furthermore the EU law principles could cause domestic change but these principles cannot 
make different national policies to become similar. In this regard, different member states, that 
have diverse values and ideas from one another, will obviously go through different changes in 
order to comply with the EU requirements. Some states may need a slight change while others 
may have to make a major change in order to fulfill the EU legislation. This implies that member 
states will make changes to approach the norms of the EU policies, not of other states policies. 
Moreover, in cases of policy misfit, the EU will try to help these countries to reduce given 
differentiations between the ideas of their national policies and the norms of the EU policies 
(Cini, 2010, p. 406). 
There are two different perspectives that aim to explain Europeanization in terms of facilitating 
the national misfit –rational choice institutionalism and sociological institutionalism. According to 
rational choice institutionalism, the EU will help national adjustments by the means of 
reconstruction of opportunity structures. In other words, the EU will try to assure the appropriate 
available tools in order to help member states overcome certain pressure caused by the EU law. 
It is essential for the EU to make sure that the domestic adaptation will not require high cost for 
the union and the involvement of cost-benefit calculation will be taken into account. Moreover, if 
the EU finds it too expensive to facilitate domestic change, it is possible that third parties will 
provide the lacking financial support and thus these parties will be able to influence the 
decision-making process, as well. 
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For example, the case with gender payment inequality in UK demonstrates that the country’s 
political structure did not allow women to rely on the EU policy for equal payment between men 
and women. Moreover some British employers did not agree with the EU law and neglected the 
women’s rights for equal payment between the two genders. However certain public companies, 
which were in favor of gender payment equality decided to financially, support the solution of the 
problem. Therefore, women were able to bring the case to the court and get the desired 
treatment according to the EU law (Cini, 2010, p. 406). 
On the other hand, according to the sociological institutionalism, different actors are being 
helped by the interactions with others. This implies the process of learning and finding the 
solutions that would be helpful and appropriate for everybody involved. What needs further 
clarification here is the fact that in order to overcome certain policy misfit, actors are willing to 
sacrifice their personal ideas in the name of the common benefit and learning from one another. 
From sociological institutionalism vision, Europeanization is seen to be a process of learning 
and constructing different beliefs, where new rules and norms are emerging and causing the 
change of national ideas toward more commonly accepted ones. For instance, in a case of 
environment protection emphasized how the British vision was be different from the EU vision. 
Therefore an obvious policies misfit was present and the UK sought to protect their national 
ideas, although these ideas were different from the EU ones. However diplomatic effort resulted 
in the UK changing its national preferences toward the demands of the EU norms. 
It is worth mentioning that the involvement of an actor in the persuasion process, increases the 
opportunity for success in triggering domestic change. In addition, the domestic downloading 
process of the EU policies will highly depend on the mutual understanding of the nature of 
change. In fact, domestic change would be obvious when there is strong informal cooperation. 
For example, in Germany and the Netherlands, compensations were offered in the transport 
sector in order to help the ones who were affected by the EU law in that specific sector (Cini, 
2010, p.409-410). 
According to Cini (2010), all of the member states will be affected by the EU law but they will 
react differently in response to EU pressure. Also, it might be apparent that new EU members 
are more likely to facilitate Europeanization that the old ones. For instance, when the EU 
conducted certain changes in the environment protection, some new member states, such as 
the ones from Eastern Europe, responded more willingly to domestic change in contrast to 
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others like Germany and Austria, who were seen to be more resistant (Cini, 2010, p. 410). 
Above all, the influence that the EU exercises upon member states and non-member states 
varies from state to state depending on the nature of pressure and their willingness to adapt 
national law. If domestic visions are similar to the EU visions, then domestic change will not 
occur and the implementation of the EU policies would be materialized smoothly. However, if a 
member state faces big political differences with the EU policies then that country will have to go 
through certain changes in order to meet the European criteria for applying the EU law. 
Finally, according to the sociological institutionalism, the interaction and mutual understanding 
between different formal and informal actors within a member state is a key to domestic change, 
which eventually brings the member state closer to EU policies norms (Cini, 2010, p. 411). 
  
Bottom-up Europeanization 
 
The second Europeanization dimension according to Cini (2010) is bottom up. This perception 
deals with questions on whether and how member states influence EU policy-making and 
upload their domestic preferences to the EU level. The study of bottom-up Europeanization can 
be separated in two different studies. The first one involves investigations of Intergovernmental 
Conferences (IGCs) and the second one covers daily- decision-shaping routines within the 3 
pillars of the EU legislation. Cini (2010) argues that Europeanization concepts cannot be 
understood without examining those two different approaches which are also seen as rationalist 
and constructivist approaches (Cini, 2010, p.412). 
The rationalist approach implies that individuals have their own interpretations and they are not 
willing to give upon them easily. They will try everything possible to make sure that their 
interests are being heard at the European level. In doing so, they will consider their available 
capabilities and resources and use the ones that bring the desired benefits at a low cost. One of 
the most notable rationalist decision making approaches is considered to be 
intergovernmentalism. This approach implies that member states who are equipped with good 
negotiation skills and possess a big amount of votes are more likely to influence the decision-
making processes at EU level. On the contrary member states who have few votes available 
and ineffective negotiation skills are less influential at the EU level. In addition, if a powerful 
member state considers an issue to be very important for its domestic development, it will try to 
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attract other actors and create a coalition. The point here is that powerful states will use all their 
influential abilities to attract more support for the benefit of their mutual interests and ideas (Cini, 
2010, p.412). 
According to empirical quantitative study, the decision making processes at EU level comprises 
either traditional developed or institutionalist approaches. The first one suggests that material 
and political power is the most important element that influences negotiations when EU law-
shaping is in process. On the other hand, institutionalist approaches indicate that formal norms, 
like the share of votes direct the negotiations at the EU level. The share of votes a member 
state possess is essential but it does not really contribute to the final results in the EU policy-
making processes. In other words, the sorts of decisions that will be directed, discussed and 
adopted by the EU do not much depend on the share of votes a national has in the EU Council. 
More importantly are the ability of a powerful body to stress the importance of solving a given 
problem.  If a state masters the mentioned capability it can persuade other states into believing 
that their certain solution of a problem is the correct solution and thereby have their chosen 
solution approved.  The reason for this fact lays in the informally constitutionalized negotiations 
rules, where a powerful bargaining member state with certain ideas can make other states 
agree with these ideas. For example, if a state wants to successfully influence EU policy-
making, this specific state will try to create coalitions and persuade other members to join in the 
shared belief of a given matter. Other quantitative investigations imply that negotiations and 
voting power are very essential for bottom-up Europeanization. For instance, a research on the 
Common Fisheries Policy indicates that negotiations between member states can be a tense 
and difficult process but these actors who possess high preference power will get the upper 
hand, unlike those who are uncertain in their demands.  Moreover during negotiations the size 
of a national member state is of importance, as the biggest countries tend to have better 
influence in decision-making processes.  For instance, when the European Working Time 
Directive had to be passed, the UK did not agree with it and it had the power to veto it. 
However, other member states could have voted anyway by using qualified majority voting and 
thus reach a conclusion without the UK involvement. However they did not do so and wanted to 
further consider the UK’s opinion as well. The final effect was the ability of the UK to influence 
the directive towards its own interests. This example indicates that the bigger member states 
have the power to successfully influence decision-making procedures at the EU level (Cini, 
2010, p.412-413). 
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In contrasts to the rationalist Europeanization approach, the constructivist approach suggests 
that interaction and persuasive arguments can change the beliefs and interests of the involved 
member state. According to this approach, the demands of the member states are not fixed, as 
they can be influenced during the communication process between the involved actors. 
Furthermore, prior to negotiations, member states have their own preferences and basic 
understanding of what they wish to achieve. However as mentioned their preferences can be 
changed in the process of interactive communication. Thus, according to constructivist 
approach, the EU policy-shaping comprises processes of negotiations and arguments between 
member states with the participations of supranational institutions like the Commission, for 
example. This approach assumes that the member states who are capable of arguing and 
manages to convince other member states are the ones who will highly influence the EU 
decision-making.  Hereby member states manage to upload their preferences to EU level by 
influencing EU politics and hence exercises bottom-up Europeanization.  Furthermore, 
qualitative researches in constructivist approach suggest that the size or the voting power of a 
state does not matter significantly, but rather the state’s ability to persuade others with reliable 
and strong arguments during negotiations. For instance, an investigation of the 1994 Local 
Elections Directive demonstrates that even small countries with little voting power, such as 
Belgium, can persuade others only by providing good arguments during the intergovernmental 
negotiations (Cini, 2010, p.413). 
To infer the mentioned above, there are two main approaches that explain bottom-up 
Europeanization – rationalist and constructivists. The rationalist intergovernmental approach 
suggests that bottom-up Europeanization is caused by the biggest EU countries, which also 
possess high bargaining and voting power. On the other hand, the constructivist supranational 
approach assumes that small countries which have the ability to make strong argumentation 
points can influence the EU policies through bottom-up Europeanization despite their size and 
voting power (Cini, 2010, p.414). 
  
Integrated perspective 
 
Finally, the third dimension of Europeanization combines top-down and bottom-up approaches 
and Cini (2010) recognizes this to be an integrated perspective. The integrated perspective 
aims to interpret both the downloading and uploading process of the EU policies. As mentioned 
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above, the downloading process (top-down) focuses on the member states’ reaction toward EU 
policies and the way nationals download these policies. On the other hand, the uploading 
process (bottom-up) focuses on the way member states upload their domestic preferences at 
the EU level in order to shape EU policies (Cini, 2010, p.414). 
According to Cini (2010), there are not enough studies on the integrated perspective and only 
few of them have tried to examine the process in order to be able to explain it. The few 
researches on the integrated perspective of Europeanization explain that the uploading (bottom-
up) dimension is a result of the downloading (top-down) and the other way around. In other 
words, both processes are seen to be interrelated and mutually influential. The nationals, who 
can successfully upload their preferences at the EU level and create EU law, are the same who 
will respond positively to EU policies and download them without major problems. Hence, 
member states that are unable to shape EU law will also face problems implementing it. For 
instance, Portugal and Greece are seen to be unable to shape EU policies because they do not 
have the right capabilities for doing so. As a result of this, they experience high policy misfit and 
pressure when EU law has to be implemented. On the other hand, states that have experienced 
policy misfit are motivated to re-regulate the EU policies. In some cases member states who 
have experienced policy misfit will try to re-shape EU law in order to avoid further policy misfit in 
the future. For instance, when France had to meet the EU criteria for liberalization of the 
transport sector, the country tried to re-regulate the policy in order to protect its own interests in 
this specific sector (Cini, 2010, p.414-415). 
 
In conclusion, according to integrative perspective of Europeanization, the states who have 
stronger influence in the creation of the EU law are the ones who will be easily able to 
implement the EU policies. A good example can be seen in the environment policy field, where 
Denmark is perceived to be a good uploader of its own interests. The country can easily 
implement EU policies without a any major problems. However, it is not quite clear whether the 
uploading and the downloading processes require different factors in order to be objectively 
explained. Furthermore the clarification of the top-down (downloading) process may require 
factors that would not be necessary for the explanation of bottom-up (uploading) process. Yet, 
as mentioned above, there are not many studies in the integrated perspective and further 
investigations need to be conducted (Cini, 2010, p.414-415). 
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Various Europeanization definitions by Ladrech, Radaelli and Olsen 
 
The concept Europeanization has been researched and developed by several researchers over 
time. The different researchers have differing understandings of the concept, and this can 
create confusion when attempting to gain a clear understanding of the concept. In order to avoid 
the confusion we have chosen to include the different definitions and understandings of the 
Europeanization concept. This will strengthen our broad understanding of the concept and 
assist us in answering our problem definition. 
The first author we wish to include is the work of Robert Ladrech. His Europeanization literature 
dates back to 1994 and makes him one of the first Europeanization authors. He defines 
Europeanization as: "an incremental process reorienting the direction and shape of politics to 
the degree that EC political and economic dynamics become part of the organizational logic of 
national politics and policy-making" (Ladrech, 2010, p.12). His definition clearly shows that it is a 
process of interaction between EU level and national level, or more precisely the impact of the 
EU on national institutions and policies. 
Another researcher who has contributed to the understanding of Europeanization is Johan 
Olsen. He developed five definitions of the concept.  We will briefly introduce these 
interpretations; however we will only go into further details with one of them as we regard it as 
applicable to our area of research. 
Changes in external boundaries: This involves the territorial reach of a system of governance 
and the degree to which Europe as a continent becomes a single political entity. For instance 
Europeanization takes place through EU enlargement. Olsen believed that the dynamic of 
enlargement to the understanding of European change and Europeanization (Olsen, 2002, p. 
923). 
Developing institutions at the European level: This signifies coherence and centre-building with 
a collective action capacity. Olsen believed that Europeanization refers to the development of 
common practices at the European level, suggesting a new form of governance. Formal legal 
institutions of governance will be established based on constitutive principles that have the 
ability to enforce binding decisions (Olsen, 2002, p. 924).   
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Central Penetration of national systems of governance:  Olsen believed that Europeanization 
involves the division of responsibilities and powers between the different levels of governance. 
More precisely this interpretation concerns the impact of EU governance on domestic practices 
(Ibid). 
 
Exporting forms of political organization: This involves exporting forms of values, political 
organization and governance that are distinct for Europe beyond European territory. This 
focuses on relations with non-European actors and institutions and how Europe finds a position 
in the international arena of politics (Ibid). 
 
A political unification project:  This involves the degree to which Europe is evolving into a more 
unified and stronger political entity. This is related to territorial space, centre-building, domestic 
adoption and how European developments impact and are impacted by systems of governance 
outside the European continent (Ibid). 
 
Another prominent Europeanization author is Claudio Radaelli who defined Europeanization as: 
"Process of a construction, diffusion and institutionalization of formal and informal rules, 
procedures, policy paradigms, styles, ways of doing things and shared beliefs and norms which 
are first defined and consolidated in the making of EU public policy and politics and then 
incorporated in the logic of domestic discourse, identities, political structures and public policies" 
(Ladrech, 2010, p.15). 
 
 We understand that there no absolute definition on the concept and that the term can be 
applied in a number of ways to describe a process of change. However we believe that the 
different definitions all relate to the same phenomena.  We have chosen to focus mainly on the 
theory of Cini, and therefore we will not to go in depth with the aforementioned definitions, yet 
we acknowledge their importance for the broad understanding of Europeanization. 
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Developing European-Level Institutions (Olsen) 
 
Some scholars describe Europeanization as the institutionalization at the European level of a 
distinct system of governance and common institutions. These institutions have the authority to 
implement and enforce European binding policies. Olsen described the institutional change and 
how it is connected to Europeanization.  The scholar Risse developed a very similar 
understanding of Europeanization, which he   defined as: "The emergence and development at 
the European level of distinct structures of governance, that is, of political, legal and social 
institutions associated with the problem solving that formalize interactions among the actors, 
and of policy networks specializing in the creation of authoritative European rules" (2002 Olsen, 
p.929). 
Europeanization here includes strengthening of an organizational capacity for collective action 
and the development of common ideas, such as collective understandings and the 
establishment of new norms (2002, Olsen, p.929). The establishment and development of 
common European institutions exercises Europeanization, by means of interactions amongst 
European actors, development of common ideas and understandings and binding political 
decisions. Olsen is convinced that the dynamics and outcomes of European level institutional 
change is the frame of the exercise of Europeanization (Ibid). The establishment and 
development of common European institutions is believed to function as EU bodies 
implementing  common EU decisions, by engaging national participants in collective actions 
rather than individual. According to Olsen effective results are achieved by cooperating and 
working together rather than individually. Nationals must therefore look towards the EU as the 
venue for political cooperation, where collective action and common decisions can be 
implemented (2007, Olsen, p.77). As aforementioned the frame in which these common 
decisions can be implemented is provided by the common European institutions. Olsen believes 
that institutional change extends the frame of which common decisions can be materialized. 
According to Olsen institutional change is the outcome of voluntary agreements among the 
involved actors. The task for the institutional architects is to discover or design forms of 
governance and organization that make all participants achieve results more effectively together 
than on their own (2002, Olsen, p.929). The European Union in assumed to be constantly in 
search of the "the right formula for building lasting and stable institutions" in order to improve the 
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legitimacy and credibility of the institutions of governance (Ibid). To accomplish the 
achievements of building stable and lasting institutions, the participants must have to agree 
upon common objectives and substantive political programs. Conclusively they must develop 
institutional arrangements as organizational tools for their policies. Olsen reiterates that he 
perceives the development and establishment of common European institutions as cause to 
Europeanization. 
Lastly we wish to emphasize that Olsen is convinced that the larger EU countries are those 
capable of bringing most significant change to EU institutions and hereby policies. This is due 
their ability and capacity to influence EU law. The institutional change that may occur reflects 
the interest and beliefs of the most powerful actors, as they bargain and build coalitions based 
on their political and economical power (2002, Olsen, p.930). 
Above all, we come to the conclusion that Olsen understands Europeanization as a phenomena 
provided by the common European institutions which secure systems of governance, in order to 
create collective European understandings and common decisions. Within these institutions 
interaction amongst the involved European actors takes place and common ideas are 
developed and implemented to binding political decisions. It is therefore the common European 
institutions which facilitates the common European policies, and thus increases the level of 
Europeanization.       
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CONTEXT 
 
In the following chapter we wish to provide the necessary context in terms of Europeanization of 
CFSP and German contribution to this process. To start from the beginning we will firstly include 
a section on the EU institutions in relation to Europeanization. We find it important both, for 
reflection of the prior theories of Europeanization to practice and for easier orientation in our 
analysis. In the research chapter we plan to refer to the institutional influence on 
Europeanization, too. Moreover, this respective part distinguishes between Europeanization 
approaches, what is useful for understanding the member state´s possibilities on 
Europeanization.  
 
The second section of context chapter will be dedicated to Europeanization in economy. With 
this, our target is to show how the success of Europeanization varies according to the EU 
institutions. Furthermore, according to Olsen it is important to include examples to show the little 
differences that in the end help us to understand. 
The third section will elaborate German foreign affairs and its attitude towards CFSP. We have 
no doubts, that this historical background is crucial for gaining knowledge, which is necessary to 
consistently follow the project. Moreover we aim our research on German participation in 
European integration. Therefore, we argue that knowledge of development of German foreign 
policy during the second half of the last century and the beginning of our century is 
indispensable. 
 
In the last section of our context we focus on the development of the CFSP. The necessity of 
this background is indisputable. First of all, we focus on Europeanization of CFSP, therefore we 
need to know, what it is. Secondly, the CFSP development is connected with German foreign 
policy and we wish to provide coherent and full information. Eventually, in our analysis we will 
refer to either institutional development or German attitude towards European foreign policy in 
time. 
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European Institutions in regard to Europeanization approaches 
 
To complement the explanation of Europeanization approaches we will include a brief 
description of European bodies and their procedures. By doing so we wish to reflect the 
differences between top-down and bottom-up Europeanization and their combination, 
socialization, in practice among EU policies. We find it vital for our understanding of 
Europeanization of CFSP as the policy-making is quite specific within the EU. Knowing from 
Cini’s book that CSFP is a matter of the Council we will focus mainly on its functioning (Cini & 
Borragan, 2013, p. 143). To highlight the unique nature of CFSP we will also include a 
description of the Commission and include an example of how the Commission Europeanized 
the sector of Economy. With this example we want to stress the differences in efficiency of 
Europeanization approaches. It is worth mentioning that we are fully aware of the 
incomparability of these two policy areas due to their nature. 
To begin with, we learned that each institution has its competencies given by the treaties, but 
we acknowledge that they are bound to cooperate and communicate. Inherently, we previously 
mentioned that every of them has its unique role. The Commission is much more involved in 
economic integration as it functions as the leading actor in this field. While on the other hand the 
Council has much more to do with integration in foreign affairs (Europa.eu, 2013). 
 
The Council 
 
First of all we refer to the Council, with regard to bottom-up concept of Europeanization which is, 
as we will see later, the most important institution in terms of CFSP. For further explanation of 
this concept seen by Cini we move on to the Council itself. 
The EU Council is the body representing national Government´s approaches and interests in 
both the legislative and executive processes. It is formed by Member State´s Ministers who 
meet at the ground of the Council to discuss and eventually approve the legislative changes in 
the EU system. This institution therefore meets to adopt laws and coordinate national policies. 
Since these meetings are occupied by Ministers from each country, who are signed for the 
particular policy area which is being discussed. Therefore, the participants of the meeting 
change with every other negotiation. The Chair goes to the Minister of currently presiding 
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country, according to the EU rotating Presidency system (Consilium.europa.eu, 2013). This is to 
secure the smaller member states are not disadvantaged. There is one exception in this rule 
and it is the matter of Foreign Affairs. Foreign policy area is headed by High Representative. 
This person, currently Lady Ashton (Ibid.) is leading the Foreign Affairs Ministers from Union´s 
countries when the CFSP and related matters are being reviewed. 
Ordinarily, the decision is being taken by qualified majority voting while each country is 
represented by a given number of votes reflecting the population. It has to be made clear that 
the votes are divided in favor of smaller countries, yet still not to disadvantage the bigger states. 
Furthermore, in decisional matters of external affairs or security, unanimity has to be reached to 
approve such decision (europa.eu, 2013). 
 This voting process provides national approach to every policy area or piece of legislation. On 
the other hand, the Council does not operate solely on the basis of the ministerial delegations 
work. Other permanent working groups, providing the background materials are employed, 
under the Council. These groups are formed by national specialists and administrators officially 
called the Committee of Permanent Representatives also known as COREPER (CIni & 
Borragan, 2013, p.145). 
It is indisputable that the Council is the most significant representative of bottom-up 
Europeanization. On the other hand even the third type of the Cini’s Europeanization concept, 
called cross-loading or “socialization”, is visible within this institution (Cini & Borragan, 2013, 
p.143-144). To support the statement it has to be reminded that most of the staff and 
representatives working under the Council are nationals who advocate for their respective 
countries. In this regard we may say that they are bringing the domestic or national legislative, 
policies, customs, interest etc. at the European level (europa.eu, 2013).  
To conclude, in relation to the CFSP the Council has a significant position. This could be seen 
as a sort of mediating role as it provides the ground for equal discussion between the member 
states (Cini & Borragan, 2010). 
  
The Commission 
 
As we mentioned previously, the top-down Europeanization concept embodies the EU´s 
influence over member states. By studying this approach we wish to discover how the union 
triggers domestic changes for the purpose of the European integration. In the book of Cini it is 
argued that top-down Europeanization is being exercised mainly by the Commission, which 
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therefore possesses significant responsibility in certain policy-making areas. One of the most 
representative examples of this influence is economy, as we will focus in a section later. In 
contrast to bottom-up perspective, downloading is being seen when member states adopt and 
implement common European legislatives into their domestic policies. This approach also 
requires that the European Union stimulates its members to give up on their national interests 
and beliefs in order to promote support of the EU decisions and activities as one whole (Cini & 
Borragan, 2010,p.131). 
To begin with further explanation of top-down approach we include one example of, from our 
point of view, Europeanized policy area. Before we move on to the example of economic 
integration, we will include a brief description of the Commission, to point out its internal 
activities and how this EU body works. We find this knowledge necessary to be able to 
distinguish between Europeanization approaches at the institutional level. 
With focus on the Commission, we have to recall that it is one of the main decision-making 
institutions within the EU. Amongst other competences the Commission is responsible for the 
European integration. Having said this we assume that according to the mentioned fact, the EU 
Commission represents the common European interests. The list of competences include 
influence in various areas as e.g. policy and law initiation, overseeing implementation of EU law 
by the member states, management of the EU funds or even the external relations (Cini & 
Borragan, 2010, p.130.). 
The Commission´s position as an integration promoter in terms of establishing truly 
Europeanized policies is given by the fact that it consists of 28 Commissionaires. Each 
commissioner is native to one member state and is elected for five-year term. Furthermore, 
each of them is responsible for different policy area. The Commission also has a President. The 
Commission on the other hand does not consist only of the 28 Commissionaires, but for day-to-
day running of the EU it employs additional staff (Consilium.europa.eu, 2013). 
To illustrate that the Commission represents the common interests of the union we have to 
emphasize that the Commissioners do not advocate for their respective countries. Moreover 
they have competences each within their specific policy area they are signed for. From our point 
of view this makes the Commission the primary European institution which acts for convergence 
and further modifications of national policies by introducing common legislative (Cini & 
Borragan, 2010, p. 132). 
It is worth mentioning, that in economic integration and Single Market development, along with 
other policy areas, the European Commission is exercising the top-down process. We describe 
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its involvement in European integration as follows: after the Commissioners agree on a concrete 
version of law, the Commission proposes the new piece of legislation to the Council or the 
Parliament as one unified body led by 28 European politicians who agreed on the particular 
legislation regardless their nationality. It should be no wonder that under these conditions the 
Commission is the best environment for so called ‘socializing’  of the interests  (Cini & Borragan, 
2010, p. 130-131). As stated in previous chapters, the theory of socializing is the third type of 
Europeanization. This occurs when European politicians adopt international approaches during 
interacting and cooperating in one institution, department or office (Graziano & Vink, 2007, 
p.324-325).        
 
Focusing on the foreign affairs, defense and Common Foreign and Security Policy the 
Commission has a special role to play. Besides assessing applications for membership and 
introducing new criteria for accession, the Commission also has the competence to represent 
the European Union as one single body and it acts on behalf of all the countries. This 
nevertheless applies only to negotiating on international agreements or economic relations with 
the external actors. On the other hand, the Commission is not in charge of deploying European 
troops neither launching any missions nor representing ‘European’ approaches in the world 
affairs. Furthermore, one of the Commissionaires is titled the High Representative of the Union 
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. This post was originally introduced by the Amsterdam 
Treaty in 1997, even though it was called the High Representative of Foreign and Security 
Policy. The recent title was established with the Lisbon Treaty and represents the main 
coordinator of the European CFSP. The so called Foreign Minister of the EU is authorized with 
the representative competencies in the foreign policy area and she participates at the Council 
meetings. Moreover the High Representative interacts with other EU bodies, namely the Council 
(Cini & Borragan, 2013, p.138.). 
Apparently, the Commission exercises top-down policy-making as it initiates European 
legislative which binds and applies to all member states in the same way. This is to secure unity 
and equal conditions within the EU´s borders. The representation is not national but sectorial, 
what does not leave much room for national interest (europa.eu, 2013). Last but not least the 
willingness to implement common rules introduced by a supranational institution influences the 
level of integration and convergence among member states. Therefore, it indisputably speaks 
for the Commission´s role as an integration and moreover an Europeanization leader. 
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Conclusion 
We wish to conclude this part on basis of the literature that we have read and information the 
European Union provides on its official websites. To sum up this chapter is dedicated to the 
legal roles of the European institutions in terms of Europeanization. As we have emphasized in 
the section of the Council, it is mainly the member states who create new legislation. In contrast 
to this the Commission represents the influence of the European Union itself on its members 
(Graziano & Vink, 2007,p. 322). 
 
To refer directly to CFSP, it is considered to be a sensitive area where Member states exercise 
certain autonomy. Therefore adopting common policy created with top-down approach is hardly 
enforceable. Since we have seen that the Commission mainly has a top-down effect on EU 
politics, the effect on CFSP is not very visible as it is the member states who are affected by the 
top-down Europeanization. In contrast to the Commission´s little effect on CFSP it is substantial 
to mention that in worldwide context the Commission is one of the most authorized bodies of the 
EU.  
 
Finally, we move to the Council, where we have learned, that considering its members, staff and 
activities, it exercises mostly the bottom-up and even the cross-loading approach. Moreover, the 
Council is entitled to bring national attitudes at the EU level and throughout numerous 
negotiations decide on a new action in this aspect. This is relevant in regards to the CFSP 
which can be affected by national opinions. 
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Europeanization in Economy 
 
As we emphasized previously, the influence of Europeanization can be seen in various policy 
areas. While referring to the Commission and its top-down Europeanization influence on the 
union´s politics we witnessed that economy is a good example of how this approach works in 
practice. Therefore we will dedicate the next chapter to the development of European 
economics. We are using this example to clarify further what top-down Europeanization is in 
practice. Moreover, we saw in Olsen´s theory that it is essential to give an example of how other 
policies have developed differently. That, on the other hand, helped us understand the specific 
nature of CFSP in contrast to the economy policy. However, our aim is not to compare them, but 
rather to get an idea of what factors are involved in the Europeanization of CFSP and how those 
factors make CFSP different from the economy policy. Eventually, it is clear from previous 
chapters, that we are fully aware that CFSP and economy are being discussed in different EU 
institutions and the conditions for decision-making in these areas are more than just slightly 
different. With focus on EU economics we wish to relate the theories to what has been done in 
reality and how it works. Moreover this reflection helps us to connect the role of EU bodies, 
member states and effects of different approaches in the context of a real union. Therefore, we 
will look at the Europeanization of the EU policy in the economic sector and how the 
Commission has participated in doing so. It must be mentioned that we do acknowledge that the 
sector of Economy has different tools available and therefore we do not wish to compare the 
sector of Economy with the sector of Foreign policy. However we merely wish to gain an 
understanding of how signs of Europeanization can be traced in the sector of Economy.  
The European Union’s economic power could be argued to be one of the most significant 
powers worldwide. According Graziano & Vink (2007, p 281-282), the European economic 
influence is considered to be quite significant, because of its stability, mobilization, solidarity and 
also most importantly, because of its effectiveness in solving global economic issues. The EU’s 
economic successfulness would not be what it is nowadays without the efforts of member states 
to give up their sovereignty to the union for the common benefits of the economic sector. Thus, 
nationals had to go through changes in regard to their domestic economic policies and comply 
with the union’s economic requirements to achieve common profit. 
Although, the economic policy is seen to be highly Europeanized, that process has not always 
been fluent without obstacles. For example, the establishment of the Common Commercial 
Policy had the purpose to create internal coordination of the EU’s commercial policies. 
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Additionally, it constructed strategies and rules for the EU’s external actions. However, the 
internal and external elements in relation to the Common Commercial Policy have caused 
tension and slow progress. These policy development difficulties are apparent due to the fact 
that member states have not been completely willing to abandon certain domestic ideas for the 
common economic benefits. Another reason could be also the fact that some nationals have 
strong historical values and principles. Furthermore, the decisions that needed to be made 
about the Common Commercial Policies were the union´s responsibility, where the Commission 
played an important role as an initiator. However, during the years the nature of the world trade 
has been changing and the union had to adapt to those changes in order to get the so desired 
successful economic results (Cini & Borragan, 2010, p 337-338). 
Due to the common understanding of the economic sector, the union has been able to enforce 
some european common legislation in the economic sector.  
The economic problems that the union has been facing helped to some extend to mobilize 
different domestic interest for the purpose of common economic benefits, where the EU played 
a role as a persuasive and coordinating actor (Cini & Borragan, 2010, p 338). 
The establishment of the Single market aimed to harmonize national preferences of member 
states and to create more favorable economic environment. This had the purpose to satisfy the 
involved actors.  
Therefore, mutual recognition played a significant role in the creation of national mobilization 
and solidarity. Moreover, the main contribution to economic success was considered to be the 
fact that member states perceived better economic results through the union’s leadership rather 
than to operate independently (Cini & Borragan, 2010, p.262). 
Nowadays we see that the economic policies of member states are much more Europeanized. 
Europeanization is seen in the fact that member states gave up on their traditional policy 
instruments for the benefit of better economic growth. Here we see that the EU acted as a guide 
helping to reach common goals. The most important events causing changes were the 
establishment of  the European Monetary System (EMS) after 1978, then the Single European 
Act of 1987 followed by the Maastricht Treaty of 1993 and finally, the establishment of the 
Eurozone in 1999. Apparently, all of these were results of common decisions, while we had 
seen that member states were pressured by the EU demands coming from the Commission. 
These challenged domestic economic policy structures, methods and instruments and 
eventually led to changes. The results of all the changes proved to be positive as the single 
market and Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) developed a stable and unified market 
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(Graziano & Vink, 2007, p 282). 
The European Union´s economic rules, European single market and EMU represented the 
scope and conditions of Europeanization. Member states had to follow those conditions and 
implement them into their national economic policies and strategies (Graziano & Vink, 2007, p 
282). The design of EMU was aimed to achieve European common price stability and sustained 
economic growth as it was considered to improve the conditions within the European market. In 
the end this idea proved to be right and the strategy worked.  
The EMU’s design is seen to have great implications for Europeanization of economic policies. 
Europeanization in monetary policy is “top-down”, because the management of price stability 
and monetary policy instruments is under the influence of the EU. This means, that whatever 
decisions are made in monetary policy by the EU authorities, member states will be affected by 
them. However, sometimes we see that Europeanization in growth and employment policies is 
“bottom-up” as well. But Graziano claims that generally it is mainly the bigger member states 
that are more competitive. On the other hand we see that when member states are given the 
power to influences certain EU’s policies, the applications of those policies are not stable 
enough. Then we can have several difficulties to bring the desired results because clashes of 
different interests are apparent (Graziano & Vink, 2007, p 285). 
 
It has to be said that due to relative novelty of European integration the development of 
Europeanization in economic policies has been hindered to some extend by lack of effective 
coordinating tools. The presence of overlapping processes in policy management created chaos 
and inability to achieve the requirements of the EU-wide policy. On the one hand there was the 
EU goal for stability in monetary policy. On the other hand, there were different emerging 
processes coming from some member states in different economic policies. So basically, the 
creation of “the Luxembourg process in employment policy, the Cardiff process in structural 
reforms, the Cologne process for the macroeconomic dialogue, and the overarching Lisbon 
process that focused on creating a world-class European knowledge-based economy” alongside 
with the existence of the European monetary union caused few complications. These were loss 
of focus and a need for better organization for stimulating deeper Europeanization of economic 
policies (Graziano & Vink, 2007:286). 
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Additionally, Europeanization has direct and indirect effects upon the domestic reaction of 
economic policy. Direct effects embody domestic adjustments in policy objectives like the 
involvement of national “stability culture”. Moreover, direct effects are seen in policy instruments 
like the removal of “national-exchange rates and interest-rest policies” (Graziano & Vink, 2007, 
p 288). Therefore, the direct effect of EMU caused member states to demolish their traditional 
monetary policy instruments in order to contribute to the common goals of price stability. 
 
The indirect effects of Europeanization on member states can be seen in the shifted behavior of 
companies as a result of the European single market and EMU. In order to achieve the 
objectives of the European single market and EMU, domestic firms had to change their 
business strategies towards more European-alike mechanism. Furthermore, member states had 
to follow their national responsibilities in the name of the common economic benefits of the 
union. Here Europeanization had a great influence upon the reactions of firms and the results 
were strict and focused rather on domestic economic activities in favor of the European single 
market and EMU’s goals (Graziano & Vink, 2007, p 288-289). 
 
Eventually, we see that the Europeanization of economy was achieved mainly through treaties 
and economic systems that the member states joined. These actions were initiated from the 
European Union and led to changes not only in domestic legislative system, but even influenced 
the companies established in member states and business strategies imposed by them. Finally, 
we discover that even though the process of integration was not smooth at all times, the vision 
of better profits and other benefits motivated member states to leave certain power to the EU. In 
the following section we will introduce Germany as this member state will be one of our main 
focuses for analysis.  
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Germany and the CFSP 
 
Finally, we have Germany who is going to be our main research area later on. We will focus on 
German contribution in relation to the development of the CFSP and European security. We are 
enclosing this part not only to demonstrate the German role within security issues, but to 
emphasize how it has evolved in time. Taking Howorth’s opinion into consideration, European 
security is significantly connected with German history. Therefore, we chose to focus on this 
country in our project as we assume that the importance of Germany as an actor in CFSP 
should not be neglected. 
 
To begin with, German position within the European Community has evolved vastly since the 
1950´s. First of all we have to recall that the integration itself had a lot to do with German history 
and European experience with it, as the new course in European cooperation began after the 
Second World War. In this relation, it should be emphasized that the very first treaty that can be 
considered as an European Integration agreement was signed between France and the UK in 
1947 in Dunkirk and it referred to cooperation in the case of German aggression (Howorth, 
2007, p.4).  Furthermore, the end of WWII left Germany destroyed, occupied, dependent, 
divided and even demilitarized. Disarmament remarked the German attitude until the 1990´s in 
minimal.  
Referring to the development of German influence on European security it should be mentioned 
that Germany was one of the founding fathers of the European Community in 1951 when the 
Treaty of Paris came into power. 
Besides the indisputable economic motive the security also played role as the European 
authorities planned to establish peace throughout economic interdependence which would 
made war nearly impossible (Bull, 1982, p 149-151). In relation to security itself Germany fully 
supported the European Defense Policy in 1952-1954 which was eventually rejected by France 
in 1954. These negotiations were mostly about German rearmament which was still a taboo. 
Reversal came in 1955 when Germany joined NATO, after previously joining the WEU and it 
regained certain autonomy in military. In the light of ongoing Cold War Germany supported 
American influence and involvement in European security, but it advocated for independent 
Security Policy, indeed (Brincker, 2004, p.40-41). 
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With disintegration of the USSR, the end of the Cold War and reunion of Germany the US 
needed a new balance. In the 1990´s Germany came up with an argument that the interests of 
the US, represented throughout NATO, and the EC were not the same as it had been and 
therefore Europe apparently were in need of its own military structures. This was backed by an 
Italian-German declaration of 1990 (Dirk, 2010, p. 9). 
 
Traditionally this idea was not supported in the UK which had a “Special Relation” with the US 
(Sussex and Shearman, 2004,p. 61). France was on the other hand a reliable partner for 
negotiations as the Franco-German troops were already existing. There was even a proposal to 
use these forces as the core for the CFSP, and the partnership remained incredibly strong. After 
the introduction of CFSP in 1993 Germany advocated for separate European security even 
more by proposing the “European structure” within the NATO. On the other hand it saw the EU 
itself was not capable and prepared to operate separately and it considered the WEU as a 
military arm (Dirk, 2010, p. 105). 
 
German attitude succeeded when the WEU became a mediator between the EU and NATO 
(Brincker, 2004, 64). Moreover, it could be seen that Germany tried to import national interests 
into the CFSP in 1990´s as most of its military structures were part of the WEU (Gross, 2009, p. 
158). Besides arguing about differing interests Germany backed a proposal on majority voting 
instead of unanimity in military decision-making. In the 1990´s Germany favored 
Europeanization and Federalist approach in the matter of CFSP (Brincker, 2004,p. 59-64). 
After the St. Malo conference in 1998 between the GB and France the ESDP emerged in 1999 
(Howorth, 2007, p. 4). Germany did not have many options other than to accept the new 
conditions, otherwise it would remain excluded. New policy brought self-confidence to the EU 
and it started its own missions. At this time Germany saw an institutional conflict between NATO 
and the EU structures, but the German attitude to introduce independent European Security 
remained (Gross, 2009,p. 132). 
A significant turnover came after 11/9. The whole world saw a new threat and Europe had to 
adopt new CFSP and EDSP strategies and it moved forward in deeper integration of its foreign 
policies. Germany participated in ongoing operations and wars such as the war in Afghanistan 
or Iraq. Germany saw an opportunity to gain room for the EU to define its identity within the 
world and to eliminate the US dominance (Sussex & Shearman, 2004,p. 60). The beginning of 
the 21st century and its events brought Europe closer to coordination of foreign and security 
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policies. The result was introduced throughout the European Security Strategy in 2003 which 
bounded the EU with deeper and much more coherent cooperation in the matter of CFSP and 
EDSP what was welcomed by German representation. Germany then provided its troops and 
led European missions in several cases (Gross, 2009, p. 137-145). 
 
To conclude, it can be said that the first half of the 20th century significantly influenced the 
German role in world and European security. However, during the last sixty years Germany 
favored and backed European independence in the question of foreign affairs and policies what 
on the other hand does not mean that it challenged the US. Germany also fully supported 
integration of foreign policies since it saw the necessity of coherent cooperation within the 
Member States. This could be explained as an effort to regain German military confidence 
(Gross, 2009, p.5). In the analysis we will investigate and analyze based on selected documents 
and events, as to whether Germany has contributed in Europeanizing the EU Foreign Policy 
and how they may have done so.  
 
 France and CFSP 
 
 France has a strong tradition of developing the Common Foreign Security Policy, and has 
always been considered as a driving force in the project. In the aftermath of the Second World 
War, France realized that the world balance in terms of international relations had been 
reconstructed in a different way and hierarchy. The French government analyzed it as a decline 
and decided to concentrate its efforts to freeze – or at least limit – it. That is why France was 
considered to be the leader of the "Europeanist camp" (Eva Gross, 2009, p.4). Amongst the 
three main European actors, France was considered to be the Europeanist one, as the United 
Kingdom was more Atlanticist and Germany considered as being situated in between. The goal 
pursued was the "preservation of French status" (Eva Gross, 2009, p.5). The Balkan conflict 
exposed the European inability to intervene and act as a common force in solving a substantial 
conflict (Ibid). France perceived this lack of intervention as a weakness for the international 
relations and for the country´s autonomy, and were therefore obliged to benefit from help of the 
United States. In the Anglo-French summit of St Malo in December 1998, both countries drafted 
a common "Joint Declaration on European Defense” that called for more autonomy in military 
capacities and facilities. Hence the creation of the European Union ESDP in 1999, following St. 
Malo summit.  
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The European Security and Defense Policy corresponds to an important part of the CFSP, 
dealing with defense, military and civilian aspects. France has the largest agenda for ESDP, 
because ESDP is seen through the French government’s eyes as a means to influence the 
global international relations and to accomplish its own objectives and ambitions (Eva Gross, 
2009, p. 91). For France it appears naturally to become the European leader and influence the 
ESDP, rather than to influence NATO. The French motivation for creating a more unified 
European actor in international affairs hails from the ambition of minimizing American 
interference and intrusion.  Taking the example of the Macedonian Case, the French 
government aimed at gaining European autonomy from NATO to reinforce ESDP role (Eva 
Gross, 2009, p. 98-99). 
Although France was at the basis at the CFSP project, and pushed hard for it to become 
concrete, the recent international events have shown the substantial limits contained in the 
project and have led to a certain French disappointment with the Mali crisis for example (Jean-
Christophe Gallien, Europe’s invisible hand, 18 January 2013). France is still involved in the 
project but also acts on its own after this Mali crisis, that showed the weaknesses of CFSP and 
can be assimilated to a mediatized disaster for the CFSP representation (Ibid). Above all France 
has been an instrumental actor in developing the Common Foreign and Security Policy, a fact 
we will further analyze upon in the analysis. 
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CFSP and Europeanization process of foreign policy 
 
The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is the official foreign policy of the European 
Union (Cini & Borragan, 2013, p.242). The emergence of this policy began shortly after the 
Second World War. The European security was developed under the security umbrella of the 
US (Cameron, 2007, p. 1). An unique approach in foreign policy was seen back then as a 
reason for the states to secure international security, which encouraged the countries to engage 
in international cooperation (Ibid.) This enabled member states of the European Community to 
combine their resources (Cini & Borragan, 2013, p.242). In return the countries gained an 
improved and more efficient usage of capabilities. The aim of this effort was not to replace or to 
be in competition with the US nor NATO. Several European countries regard the NATO as 
responsible for European territorial defense and peacekeeping. However, the Union has been 
responsible for implementing missions, such as treaties policing. That is the ‘’separable but not 
separate’’ theory between the two organisms (NATO Review, 2010). 
The ancestor of the CFSP was created in 1970 by the formation of the European Political 
Cooperation (EPC). The EPC was an informal consultation process between member states on 
foreign policy matters, with the focus on creating a common approach towards foreign policy 
issues (Cini, & Borragan, 2013, pp.242-244). 
 
This was consolidated in the Maastricht Treaty (1992), which entered into force in 1993 and 
established the European Union (Ibid). By stating that the EPC was one pillar of the CFSP then 
intergovernmentalism, in the meaning of unanimity, was obviously the other one. The 
Amsterdam Treaty created the office of the High Representative for the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (held by Javier Solana until 1st December 2009, recently Lady Ashton 
(Consilium.europa.eu, 2013) to coordinate and represent the EU's foreign policy (Ibid). The 
CFSP became one of the three pillars of the EU as it is described in the Amsterdam treaty. The 
Treaty of Lisbon came to effect in December 2009 and brought an end to the pillar system. 
Moreover, it created a High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. 
Since December 2011 the High Representative (HR) is in charge of the European External 
Action Service (EEAS), which was also created by the Treaty of Lisbon. It essentially is intended 
to be a common Foreign Office or Diplomatic Corps for the European Union (Cini, & Borragan, 
2013, pp. 248-250). If we want to compare to the EPC, the goals are the same, cooperation and 
consultation between the members states are at the basis at the project. However, the definition 
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becomes deeper: The CSDP has to ensure the security for the EU and member states. To 
make it concrete, there exists a systematic consultation within the Council which has to be 
done. Moreover, the Council can define a common position which is binding for the member 
states (Cini, & Borragan, 2013, pp.244-245).  
 
Furthermore, there are several common actions that can occur: the Council has to agree 
unanimously whether the EU should take any action. All the member states are bound to 
respect this common action (Ibid). Furthermore it is interesting to study to what extent CFSP 
has an impact on national foreign policies, a concept of Europeanization or so called 
Brusselization of the national policies. 
Along with the creation and the growth of the EU, the EPC and then the CFSP highlight the fact 
that the countries tend to share policies more frequently than in the past. According to the EU 
governance specialist Radaelli, Europeanization can be seen as a ‘’process involving 
construction, diffusion and institutionalization of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy 
paradigms, styles, ways of doing things and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined 
and consolidated in the EU policy process and then incorporated in the logic of domestic 
(national and transnational) discourse, political structures and public choices’’ (Radaelli, 2003). 
The Council adopts decisions which define the approach of the Union to a specific subject area. 
According to the article 29 from the Treaty of European Union (TEU), member states must be 
sure that their national policies are conformed to the Union’s positions. Moreover, member 
states have to show mutual solidarity according to Article 32 TEU. Finally Article 34 TEU 
explains that when some members are present in a global international meeting they represent 
all the members of the EU. Through all these law dispositions we can feel the influence of the 
EU on the national policies and structures. 
The past years have shown a growing interest and care in matching the Europeanization 
concept with the foreign policy field (Alecu de Flers & Müller, 2010, p.1). The Europeanization 
concept is now applied to the EU foreign policy concept. 
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METHODOLOGY 
 
In this section we will include our methodological choices in the project. Our methodological 
choices will be explained by the research design, followed by research approach, type of data, 
reliability and validity. The explanation of text analysis and finally a section of limitations will be 
found at the end of this section. 
 
Research design 
 
The research design of this project is a case study. We have chosen this type of design 
because we focus on two political subjects – Germany and France. According to Bryman (2012, 
p 66), the purpose of a case study is to examine existing details about a given case (Bryman, 
2013, p 68), thus we are able to get familiar with the facts about our area of interest, which is 
Germany and France. Therefore, by choosing to investigate these countries, we aim to discover 
whether and how the countries have tried to influence Europeanization of CFSP. Since a case 
study implies that the quality of information is important, not the quantity, our focus will be to 
determine clear signs of German and French intentions to foster and deepen mutual 
cooperation in the sector of CFSP. Therefore, we intent to focus on German-Franco official 
proposals for further development of CFSP by means of a Joint letter from German and French 
Presidents to the Council published in 1996 and a Franco-German Declaration from 2012. In 
this regard, our target is to reflect German and France initiatives to establish European common 
security during the late 1990´s and early 2000’s. With the first letter from 1996, we want to 
demonstrate German and French desire to develop further CFSP about 20 years ago. Finally, 
with the second document, the Declaration from 2012, we want to stress that Germany and 
France have not given up on their plans to push CFSP forward. By doing so, we aim to gain the 
needed knowledge to understand the German and French ideas and attitudes toward 
Europeanization of CFSP. 
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The project overview is composed of an introduction, methodology, theory, analysis and 
conclusion. The introduction part explains the research area of the project and introduces the 
problem formulation that needs to be answered in the conclusion. The methodology part reveals 
our own way of making this research in order to get the maximum results possible for answering 
our problem formulation. The theory section covers information about the nature of 
Europeanization and its dimensions. Moreover, in the theory part, we will reveal the different 
roles of the European Institutions and the member states in the decision-making processes and 
how those roles complement and confirm certain concepts of Europeanization presented by 
different authors. Most importantly the theory will provide us with the tools needed to conduct 
the analysis and thereby answer our problem formulation. Therefore, a connection between 
Europeanization perspectives and the EU policy-making approaches needs to be made in order 
to see how accurate Europeanization ideas are presented by different writers and whether those 
ideas are really relevant to the EU law-making mechanisms. The analysis part will discuss a 
case of Germany and France with relation to its role in constructing and Europeanizing CFSP. 
The conclusion section will summarize our findings and answer our problem formulation. 
 
Research approach 
 
This part of our project will account for the way we make the analysis and therefore answer our 
problem formulation. To begin with, the first part of the analysis frame will consist of brief 
background information, where we will briefly introduce the nature of CFSP establishment. In 
that context, we want to get familiar with the specific character of CFSP. Therefore, we aim to 
trace possible Europeanization signs by referring to the theoretical part of this project. 
To fulfill the purpose of this background we are going to highlight few examples with clear 
Europeanization symptoms in the CFSP with regard to the theory. Secondly, we will go through 
the mentioned Joint letter from 1996 to emphasize the Europeanization proposals towards 
CFSP. The next part will be dedicated to the Franco-German Declaration from 2012 and its 
illustration of German and French recent initiatives. Finally, we will provide a conclusion of our 
outputs that will answer our question. 
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Initially we will focus on the development of European security from the end of the Second 
World War with certain attention paid towards the purposes behind this policy. We find this 
chapter important in order to improve our understanding of the nature of CFSP, which will help 
us explain German and French participations and attitudes toward the CFSP. We will try to 
support this chapter by referring to the relevant historical events presented in the section of 
context, in order to understand Germany and France as two different actors in the sector of EU 
Foreign policy. 
Next step will be to look at the Franco-German joint letter from 1996 in order to identify German 
and French intentions to strengthen CFSP. First, we will explain briefly the importance of the 
letter including its origin. Moreover, we will go through the suggestions that we find to identify 
Europeanization in CFSP. At the same time we will refer to our theoretical part to support our 
findings. We will finish this section with a brief conclusion on our investigation and applicability 
of the theory. 
The last part of the analysis is dedicated to the Franco-German Declaration from 2012. We 
chose this one as it as a very recent document which illustrates the ongoing German and 
French attempts to strengthen the CFSP. A brief description of the origin of the document will be 
presented followed by using the proposals. Additionally we will apply the theoretical concepts in 
order to answer our problem formulation. We will continue with proving the German and French 
attempts to apply Europeanization on CFSP. Lastly, we will highlight the main arguments made 
in the analysis, in order for us to produce a thorough conclusion based on the key analytical 
findings. 
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Type of data 
 
For this project, we are going to use a qualitative data because we want to focus on the 
meaning of the words rather than on the quantity. We do not want to gather statistics and 
present numbers or graphics, as the quantitative data analysis implies. However we rather, find 
that the explanatory factor of certain date is more relevant for our project because it will help us 
understand Europeanization modifications in relation to the CFSP (Bryman, 2012, p 388). 
Furthermore, the sources for the analysis part will be primary and secondary sources, such as, 
online documents and books. As stated above, we will use online documents, such as Franco-
German declaration and Franco-German joint letter. These two online sources contain 
information written directly by official German and French representatives, who are considered 
to have certain influence in the decision-making processes of CFSP. In that specific context, we 
find it important to emphasize that our focus is on both, German and French intentions to 
Europeanize CFSP.  
Moreover, as mentioned above, we wouldn’t be able to identify Europeanization signs without 
the help of our theoretical part, where the definition and the two different dimensions of 
Europeanization will be examined. We will interpret the bottom-up and top-down 
Europeanization by looking at different theoretical opinions and relate them to the practical roles 
of the EU institutions and member states in the CFSP development. Therefore, we can see 
whether the nature of the decision-making processes of the EU and the member states in the 
CFSP is related somehow to the top-down and bottom-up Europeanization mechanisms 
identified by different authors. 
As, we mentioned above, we are going to use primary and secondary data to conduct the 
analytical part of our project. Due to our choice of analyzing the joint letter and the declaration, 
we will conduct a document analysis. According to Bryman, this type of analysis is appropriate 
for examining certain changes in the history. Moreover, using documents as a source of data is 
considered to be a low cost. Another advantage of analyzing documents is that they reveal 
information about how the research objects of our choice – Germany and France - perceived 
the surrounding environment. Furthermore the chosen documents provide details and good 
quality information. Since we are using internet documents, it is worth mentioning that they are 
easily accessible in regard to paper-based documents. However, there are certain 
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disadvantages when trying to analyze documents. For example, according to Bryman, 
documents may not reveal the reality the way we think they reveal it. To be more concrete, the 
author states that one document is usually related to other document, where all of these 
connected pieces of information tell a specific story and this story cannot be fully understood 
only by presenting one part of it, such as one document. Furthermore, documents may not be 
as objective as they seem because the authors of these documents could have been compelled 
by the expectation of others to suggest given ideas. With that in mind, we cannot be completely 
sure whether the nature of our chosen documents present the sincere opinions of the its authors 
or whether they present the writers’ biased visions toward something or somebody (Bryman, 
2012, p 554-555). 
  
  
Choice of data 
 
The data choice was motivated by empirical and qualitative information. We selected this data 
by means of official online documents. We acknowledge the fact that the Franco-German Joint 
Letter and the Franco-German Declaration used in the following analysis part are issued by both 
France and Germany. We believe that since Germany and France were vital actors in fostering 
these initiatives, we find the choice of data to be relevant. Through these two data pieces, we 
are still able to reach the main dynamics of bottom-up Europeanization.  
 
Reliability and Validity in qualitative research 
 
According to Bryman (2012, p 46), the question of reliability emphasizes the idea of whether we 
are able to use certain information the way we think we can use it and whether this information 
is what it proclaims to be. Basically, the essence of reliability questions is whether we can trust 
the given information. 
In relation to this project, we find the data of our choice for the analysis to be reliable because 
its content covers documents prepared directly by German and French officials. For example, 
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Franco-German joint letter in 1996 and Franco-German declaration from 2012 are formulated 
directly by the German and French political leaders. We rely on this information because it is 
provided by Germany and France, which are, as mentioned previously, the target of our 
analysis. 
The question of validity focuses on whether certain data is accepted and helpful enough in 
justifying a given point of view. Furthermore, it deals with how we can understand whether a 
piece of information is relevant in our case, so that we base our key analytical findings on valid 
data. We believe that the information used for the analysis is valid because it covers official 
acceptable sources, such as documents and books (Bryman 2012, p 47). 
  
Limitations 
 
This section will account for the limitations of the project. Initially, we have tried to be as 
objective as possible however it was inevitable to avoid certain limitations. We have chosen two 
specific incidents which we believe stress how Germany and France attempted to Europeanize 
the CFSP. As mentioned above, we have included two Franco-German letters with time frame 
between them in order to identify the progress during the years. We acknowledge that our 
examples are not the only examples of Germany and France attempting to Europeanize the 
CFSP. For instance, the Stability Plan based on the security of the Balkan region was partly 
instrumented by the former German Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer. 
However, we have chosen not to include this, and rather focus on our examples of choice. 
The diversity of acceptations of the Europeanization concept seems to be a limitation to the use 
of this concept. However, concentrating the subject comprehension on a few meanings tends to 
avoid such criticisms. It is a focusing choice at the expense of an exhaustive one. 
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ANALYSES 
 
This chapter is dedicated to our analysis, where we will apply the theory of our choice to the 
primary data we chose for our research. The analytical section will consist of four parts while 
each of them will be focused on different German and French activities. By focusing on four 
separate events, we wish to reflect the development. Therefore, our sections are in chronologic 
order. 
The first sub chapter will examine the Franco-German joint letter from 1996. We intent to reflect 
German and French proposals and relate them to the theory in order to prove the signs of 
Europeanization attempts. Furthermore, we will move to materials from ´Berlin Plus´ 
negotiations. The investigation of found interview and speech will help us answer the research 
question. The next issue in terms of Europeanization of CFSP is German participation in EU 
involvement in Macedonian conflict in 2003. Eventually, we will analyze the influence of Franco-
German Declaration from 2012. Using this declaration we wish to illustrate the development of 
both, German and French contributions to CFSP. Focusing on these documents our intention is 
to demonstrate German and French attempts to Europeanization of CFSP. 
 
Franco-German Joint Letter 
 
In December 1996, the German Chancellor and the French president prepared a joint letter with 
some proposals concerning the CFSP development, addressed to the European Council.  Both 
countries, Germany and France believed that the CFSP needed further developments and the 
IGC negotiations were seen as an appropriate terrain for proposing possible improvements. The 
proposals in the joint letter reflected the German and French point of view in regards to 
improving the CFSP. They identified the fact that Europe was unable to act unanimously within 
the CFSP decision-making processes, as a problem. Moreover, the member states wanted to 
see a more useful, coherent, solid and open CFSP that would strengthen the successfulness to 
achieve the goals embedded in the policy. Therefore, the following proposals envelop ideas to 
strengthen the ability of making more European commonly accepted and beneficial decisions in 
CFSP (Chirac & Kohl, 1996). 
The joint letter itself clearly demonstrates the German and French intentions to Europeanize the 
CFSP, because this letter reveals the willingness of both countries to sacrifice certain national 
sovereignty in order to help the EU achieve more commonly accepted CFSP developments. 
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According to our theory, the joint letter with its proposals indicates a sign of bottom-up 
Europeanization, as the decision-making process at EU-level is influenced by the interests of 
Member States (de Flers &Müller, 2010). On the contrary, we could argue the opposite point, 
because the proposals were addressed to one of the EU institutions responsible for the 
realizations of CFSP amendments – the Council. Therefore, both countries clearly needed the 
approval of the Council, which implies that the actual power lies with the EU, as it is the Council 
who decides which decision to prioritize and which to reject. We describe this decision-making 
interaction in our theory under the section about the institutional involvement within the EU. In 
regard to this, our theory argues that when the EU is able to exercise influence upon member 
states or third countries it is the top-down Europeanization, which is apparent. In this specific 
matter, the EU has the ability to influence both member states and possibly affect third 
countries. Having said that, it is obvious that Germany and France have tried to Europeanize 
CFSP by proposing certain improvements for the common benefit of the policy, however both 
dimensions of Europeanization can be argued. We recognize bottom-up Europeanization 
through the intentions to bring their ideas to the EU and the top-down Europeanization through 
the Council’s ability to enforce and reject these certain decisions. As both dimensions of 
Europeanization can be argued, we believe that is an example of integrative perspective, which 
combines both bottom-up and top-down Europeanization, or as Cini recognizes it as cross-
loading dimension of Europeanization. We argue in favor of this approach to be applied in this 
matter, as it is one hand the Council who takes the final decisions and thereby download a 
decision, and on the other the member state who upload a decision shaping EU politics. 
Eventually, we see a difference between taking decisions and exercising them as it requires 
different forms of Europeanization. We also see a problem in the theory because these are 
member states who propose to the Council, which is an EU institution and by that France and 
Germany exercise bottom-up. However since the Council is an institution representing the 
states, it may be argued that the dimension of bottom-up Europeanization is exercised by the 
Council. On the other hand, when a decision is taken and being empowered, the Council must 
have the approval of several other member states and therefore it functions as an EU institution 
exercising top-down Europeanization. 
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For theoretical reasons we need to differentiate the German and the French involvements in 
such a letter to understand and highlight the eventual Europeanization process underlying in 
this document and in this initiative. In this perspective we need to distinguish German actions 
and positions from the French ones and the process that led to this final agreement on the 
positions supported by the letter. 
In the proposals Germany suggested that it should establish a permanent joint working unit, 
which would be part of the Council Secretariat. This suggested joint working unit would be 
composed of people from the member states, the Commission and the Secretariat. The function 
of this working unit would be to help the Council in developing more commonly accepted 
decisions and to manage their implementation afterwards. The initiative for establishing a unit 
that would represent the collaboration between both member states and the EU institutions in 
CFSP development, implies that Germany believed that the CFSP should not only be a 
responsibility of nationals, but rather function as venue where different domestic ideas combines 
with the ideas of the EU. This is supported by Cini and Borragan (2010) who believe that 
Europeanization is apparent when nationals are willing to contribute to commonly recognize 
European interests. As mentioned in the section of context, the Council is an EU institution 
consisting of national leaders who represents national governmental interests. This means that 
the nationals incorporate their domestic ideas to the CFSP and therefore Europeanization signs 
are vividly seen terms of the bottom-up dimension (Cini & Borragan, 2010). Additionally, we 
recognize the common initiatives taken by the member states as being compatible with one of 
the Europeanization interpretations of Olsen. We are referring to the one which is called 
‘Developing institutions at the EU level’. We are convinced that the German proposal to 
establish ‘a joint working unit’ demonstrates the country’s willingness for improving CFSP. 
 Moreover, according to Olsen (2007), member states have different interests in CFSP and they 
are not willing to compromise those interests for the benefit of common action unless there is a 
bitter experience to make nationals have more solidarity ideas for improvements. Therefore, 
with the first proposal we can argue that Germany was not content with the results of the CFSP. 
As a result of this, Germany felt compelled to shape the EU institutions by suggesting the 
Commission’s involvement in the joint working unit which would serve to ease the tension 
between different interests and contribute to a more common CFSP decision making process. In 
the section of context we have witnessed how the Commission has played a role in 
Europeanizing economic policy by achieving consensus on common policy in the EU Economy. 
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Another aspect of the German proposal was that the EU should be given further responsibility in 
regards to the CFSP decision-making procedures. The EU would hereby play a significant role 
in the achievement of more unanimous and effective CFSP decisions. 
With regard to this, there were three specific aspects that Germany felt compelled to 
emphasize. Firstly, Germany suggested that it should be the duty of the Council to put decisions 
in order and direct their implementation. This implies that member states should not only 
respect the decisions made in the Council, but the member states should also be willing to 
compromise their domestic interests for the shared benefits of CFSP development. 
Secondly, a qualified majority voting was seen by Germany as a necessary step toward making 
the CFSP decision-making process more negotiable and easier between the Council’s 
representatives. Such an extension of qualified majority voting in the CFSP field was a German 
priority during the second part of the 1990s and even more during the 1996 negotiations on 
CFSP. The interview of Joschka Fischer, published in Die Welt on 14th December 2000, depicts 
the wills of Germany in 1996 as far as implementing qualified majority voting within CFSP is 
concerned. This interview deals with the conclusions on Nice treaty and emphasizes the support 
and the initiative of Germany on the majority voting as far as notably CFSP is concerned. The 
German government was willing to set the QMV as a general rule. However, through this joint 
letter, they rather decided to strengthen a common position with France. Some guidelines on 
CFSP were adopted in Freiburg in February 1996. They were pointed out to solve the heaviness 
of the decision-making process. 
Thirdly, in decisions where unanimity is required, the Germans suggested it would be better if 
member states abstained from voting instead of veto voting and hereby hamper joint European 
CFSP initiatives. Germany was convinced, that the suggested amendments in those three 
characteristics would lead to efficient management and implementation of the CFSP. In the 
theory section, Olsen (2007) argues that Europeanization processes involved the member 
states’ readiness to be more involved in the EU decision-making process, so member states 
can make sure that they will avoid certain policy misfits. 
This could suggest that Germany, through the joint letter proposals, wanted to make sure that 
the EU CFSP ideas would complement the national ones and thus Germany did not want to 
create any misfit conflicts with CFSP. Cases of policy misfit between domestic and EU-level 
ideas, makes it harder for the union to reach a common decision. 
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According to Olsen, if there is misfit between national and EU policies, it would be problematic 
for nationals to implement EU decisions. Therefore, the EU will try to soften possible policy 
misfits by helping nationals through mediating factors. With this in mind, Germany’s willingness 
to facilitate the EU’s activities signifies the desire of the country toward a more Europeanized 
CFSP. 
Furthermore, according to data presented in the official European website (Europa.eu, 2012), 
decisions in the CFSP usually are made through unanimity, which is an obvious indicator for 
complicating the decision process as unanimity is rather hard to achieve when different interests 
are involved. In order to solve this issue Germany proposed qualified majority voting rather than 
unanimity. This voices the German intention to ease the decision-making process and thus 
further Europeanize CFSP. 
Additionally, Germany proposed that in cases of unanimity, veto voting should be held back. 
This demonstrates the German desire to facilitate the decision-making procedures by easing the 
possibility of implementing further common policy. We believe that this is an example of 
attempting to establish and adapt further common policy, and therefore we regard this as an 
example of Europeanization the CFSP development. 
Moreover, Germany stressed the importance of having a specific positional character which 
would represent and embody the EU Foreign Policy. Germany did not suggest the 
establishment of a new institution but rather requested a more recognizable and unified image 
of CFSP which would complement the Council’s work. Germany identified the need for a 
personalized CFSP image that would be easily recognized by other global actor as the 
spokesperson of EU. 
This signifies the country’s motivation for creating a more commonly accepted and identifiable 
CFSP which in turn emphasizes further Europeanization of the policy. Moreover, Olsen (2007) 
states that, it is the member states themselves who represent the face of CFSP. The external 
confusion of who exactly represents the CFSP is a result of the differing national ideas that exist 
within the EU (Cini and Borragan, 2010). It is worth mentioning that such a figure has now been 
identified with the appointment of Lady Ashton as the EU Foreign Policy Chief (The Guardian, 
25th of November). On the basis of the section mentioned above, we can conclude that 
Germany were partly instrumental in addressing the issue of a lacking central EU foreign figure 
and that their suggestion assisted in pushing further for the establishment of the present EU 
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Foreign Policy Chief position. This figure was installed to create and represent the common 
foreign policy of EU. Regarding theory by Cini and Borragan, national ambitions of mutual 
recognition is an Europeanization sign. We therefore understand that mutual recognition can be 
seen through one existing CFSP image to represent national solidarity. With that in mind, the 
German vision for CFSP to have a single voice demonstrates Europeanization of CFSP. 
  
The French government was in favor of the creation of a High Representative. This was clearly 
expressed in the proposals and in the French newspaper Le Figaro, titled "Memorandum on the 
French guidelines for the ICG 1996". The French aim was to replace the Presidency by a High 
Representative. This institutional person would be assisted by a Council Secretariat. The 
French government proposed more precise proposals on the “High Representative”, such as 
being independent from the European Council.  We can therefore identify France as being at 
the basis of the common proposal on the High Representative. France succeeded in having 
their preference for a establishment of High Representative, published in the joint letter. Hereby 
France attempted to shape the EU institutions and organization. By trying to upload its proposal 
to the EU level, France can be categorized as taking part of the Europeanization process. We 
argue this point as France attempts to upload a national preference to the EU level. In this case, 
France is trying to influence the evolutions of the EU institutions by depicting its own view on the 
EU organization to influence the Intergovernmental Conference. The Intergovernmental 
Conference corresponds to the compulsory process that negotiates the amendments for the 
founding treaties of the EU. The Intergovernmental Conference is made of member states’ 
representatives (commissioners) that discuss the amendments and finally conclude by trying to 
reach an agreement. In this case, a text is written and submitted for ratification to all the 
member states’ executive power. Through the Franco-German joint letter, France wants to 
Europeanize its High Representative national preference to the EU level. Using the IGC as far 
as Europeanization is concerned is quite interesting, because it can have repercussions on the 
founding treaties of the EU and because it is a place where the socialization process is quite 
active. It appears through the negotiations and debates, and preparing and bringing such a 
subject in front of the IGC is a French Europeanization manifest. 
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In conclusion, taking into account Franco-German joint letter along with the theory, we clearly 
identify Franco-German attempts to strengthen and develop CFSP. Moreover, the proposals 
themselves implicate different aspects of Europeanizing CFSP. The attempts to further develop 
the CFSP via the expressed demand for a representative image of the CFSP, testifies to the 
fact that both countries pushed for more common foreign policy. Furthermore we regard the 
German demand for changing the voting systems as a sign of Europeanization, as the 
demolishment of veto voting would ease the implementation of common policies. We also 
consider the French proposal of a High Representative as a proof that France tried to 
Europeanize CFSP, through the IGC process in this case. 
Therefore, we find the mentioned Franco-German suggestions to be in accordance with the 
theory, which explains the nature of Europeanization. In this regard, we can come to a 
conclusion that both countries have actually tried to Europeanize CFSP. Moreover, on the basis 
of the theory, we believe that France and Germany, through their attempts to Europeanize 
CFSP, wanted to contribute to further European integration in the sector of foreign policy. This 
means that the country, by virtue of its abilities, has tried to bring its own ideas to the EU law 
and thus influence certain EU policies. 
Finally, it is worth specifying that there are two Europeanization dimensions of CFSP that we 
recognize in this joint case. Firstly, we identify bottom-up Europeanization by means of the 
Franco-German attempts to submit their perceptions to the EU. And secondly, we distinguish 
top-down Europeanization through Council’s competence to enforce and reject decisions. 
Therefore as Olsen (2007) points out, explaining and understanding the nature of 
Europeanization can be a complicated task, however we have attempted to do so despite 
flexible definitions of the theoretical concepts. We have nevertheless identified how the two 
Europeanization dimensions can be applied via the Joint Letter. 
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Franco-German Declaration from Paris, 2012  
 
Our second document and the last part of the analysis proving German and French willingness 
to establish strong and Europeanized Common Foreign and Security Defense Policy under the 
European Union is a recent declaration from Germany and France. The document was 
published after a meeting between French and German representations on the 6th of February 
2012, at the Franco-German Ministerial Council in Paris. The Council is launched regularly on 
the anniversary of the signature of the 1963 Elysée Treaty. This treaty started the Franco-
German cooperation, as we already mentioned in our theory part dedicated to the German 
foreign affairs development (auswaertiges-amt.de, 2013). 
 
Initially, we wish to discover what the document contains precisely. Generally the document 
consists of four parts where each of them is dedicated to a slightly different aspect of the 
Franco-German cooperation in regard to the European Union and CFSP. We see a variety of 
proposals and future plans within every chapter of the paper. 
 
These vary for insistence from improving and widening European security to the extent of 
promises on consulting national foreign affairs interests and adopting compromised strategies 
into German and French foreign policies (Franco-German Declaration, 2012). 
 
To start with the content of the document, we are introduced to the two allies who agree on 
having a shared will to contribute to the European defense and security with their own tools and 
instruments that have been established during years of alliance. The two countries also assure 
the European Union and its members that they will carry out the necessary actions to promote 
and deepen integration of all member countries in this field as they already have certain 
experiences with convergence of policies. Furthermore, we see in this document a promise of 
even better cooperation between Germany and France in the terms of security. We need to 
stress that by this declaration these two call for intensifying the process of building European 
security and defense structures as they emphasize the reality of new threats and risks within the 
world, therefore they call for approvals of developing policy departments and programs (Franco-
German Declaration, 2012). 
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Moreover the declaration refers to the importance of the Lisbon Treaty as a great opportunity for 
advancing the CFSP while on the other hand the states recognize the role of the North Atlantic 
Alliance as a security organization with significant influence and specific relations with the EU. 
This has been described in our brief introduction to the CFSP development in the theoretical 
chapter. Nevertheless, Germany and France express their awareness of the economic situation 
in the present world and therefore they advocate the importance of ensuring common European 
responsibility for its own security. Furthermore the EU is informed throughout this declaration 
that Germany and France wish to run foreign missions under CFSP. Moreover, promotion of 
new missions is mentioned in the documents (Franco-German Declaration, 2012). 
 
 
Last but not least, the document emphasizes the advantage of France and Germany already 
having several experiences and sort of converged security policy with regard to the historical 
events mentioned in the German theory section based on Dirk´s book. This previous 
cooperation is seen as an advantage in terms that Franco-German ally ship could be the basis 
for further efficient development of European security. As long as the Franco-German 
partnership includes even common development, they propose the usage of their innovations at 
the European level (Franco-German Declaration, 2012). 
Since the declaration is produced by both states - Germany and France, we will focus on these 
two specific member states in order to answer our problem formulation. Besides, the two 
mentioned countries are our limitation of research area. 
 
In the opening paragraph of the declaration we see a statement that Germany and France are 
“…firmly committed to strengthening European security and defence…” (Franco-German 
Declaration, 2012, p.1). Germany and France have negotiated about such advancing of 
European policy for a long time, however they do not wish to undermine the influence of NATO. 
We hereby see a proposal on strengthening the CFSP, which according to Olsen is an attempt 
of introducing Europeanization. We have chosen one of his approaches which is developing 
institutions at the European level and which we believe suits our example the most. To be 
concrete, we find the proclamation of further strengthening as an attempt of a member state 
trying to solve a European problem. Additionally, we can see an intention to introduce 
Europeanization into CFSP in terms of the German and French delegations negotiated and 
consulted this specific policy.  
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In relation to our theory we find this to be a clear sign of will to cooperate and promote common 
approaches and strategies. We argue that as long as both countries are willing to consult their 
foreign policy with one another, they are also willing to share their competencies with the rest of 
the member states. We are convinced that it can be proved by the Olsen´s approach as well, as 
we assume that Germany and France consider cooperation to be a better mean of establishing 
CFSP rather than working separately. In addition, Cini (2010) argues that according to 
institutionalist approaches, only small member states are willing to cooperate with one another 
during the EU decision-making processes. However, the German-French example shows that 
not only small countries exercise bottom-up Europeanization by means of negotiations and 
bargaining agreements during the development of the EU policies, but negotiations are also 
apparent among big member states, such as Germany and France.  
Moreover, with regard to Gross we see a legacy to the historical evolution of German, French 
and/or European security. For example, Gross points out that Germany stressed the recognition 
of the role of NATO, who is being described as leading actor in security in the past. Germany 
played also a somewhat   mediator role between NATO and the EU and we therefore assume 
that by expressing the refusal to undermine NATO, Germany follows its prior role between the 
EU and NATO. 
 
The next statement form the declaration refers to German and French plans for further 
strengthening of CFSP. Both, German and French representatives declares to do so by 
implementing the conclusions of the December 2011 EU Foreign Affairs Council. Furthermore, 
both countries volunteer as a promoter of the implementation. Running the ongoing and future 
EU military and civilian missions is included as well as the assumed future responsibility for 
Balkan region (Franco-German Declaration, 2012, p. 1-2). 
This is an interesting aspect as from the Cini´s theory we know that the Council is exercising 
bottom-up Europeanization on the basis of its national members and how they represent 
national interests on the grounds of the Council. In addition, the fact that Germany and France 
suggest that it will take over the responsibility for pushing integration in this field forward shows, 
according to de Flers, the characteristics of the bottom-up Europeanization approach. From the 
theory we know that bottom-up effect of the Europeanization is exercised when a state attempts 
to upload their preferences and shape EU politics. 
 
 
  
 
51 
 
This Franco-German letter suggests that the member states wants to stay as close as possible 
to EU policy in order to contribute to the further development of the EU decision making 
processes. We apply this to the German and French suggestion as it would enable the member 
states to run the EU missions and interventions. By doing so we conclude that Germany and 
France wishes to become an integration promoter in order to be the closest to CFSP and 
eventually have the best position for exporting national preferences. 
 
We are convinced that clear proof of the German and French advocation for Europeanization of 
CFSP can be seen in following paragraph: “In times of strategic uncertainty and limited 
resources strengthened defense requires common procurement. As a consequence we must be 
ready to take the necessary decisions.” (Franco-German Declaration, 2012, p.2). From our point 
of view Germany and France calls for negotiations within the EU in what we recognize as the 
bottom-up effect, as it is being described by Cini. On the other hand, we are facing a clash 
between two descriptions of Europeanization because since the proposal from Germany and 
France calls for interaction and mutual discussion on the EU level with participation of all 
Member states, we argue that it could be described as cross-loading Europeanization, as well. 
The theory of Cini states that cross-loading Europeanization, or also called integrated 
perspective, means that the role of the member states is to participate on the policy-making by 
expressing their opinions to be further discussed. Additionally, this calls for further integration 
throughout readiness to take decisions is relatable to the “development of institutions on the EU 
level” approach. We argue so since we recognize a clear proposal on cooperation made by 
using words such as “common procurement”.  
This again complies with the theory that states tend to interact rather than to act solely, because 
the efficiency as higher. 
 
Further initiative representing national interest is reflected in the fact that Germany advocates 
for supporting instruments for CFSP, for instance the European Defense Agency. In addition, 
Germany proposes a “…civil-military planning and conduct capability.” (Franco-German 
Declaration, 2012, p.2). From what we know from de Flers´ book we suppose that this is a direct 
example of bottom-up Europeanization with regard to our theory on the different approaches of 
Europeanization. 
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German and French willingness to coordinate and Europeanize its own foreign policy is on the 
other hand visible as well. From the part of document which refers to previous consulting of 
options with its partners before launching an action, it is obvious that Germany and France 
wished to Europeanize national policy (Franco-German Declaration, 2012, p. 3). Therefore we 
assume it is a clear evidence of the will to Europeanize CFSP. To make it clear we argue that 
when a state accepts to sacrifice its national policy, it indisputably welcomes Europeanization in 
CFSP, as well. Here we identify the top-down Europeanization which de Flers characterizes as 
the EU triggers domestic change and makes the member states adopt EU policy. However, in 
this context we would talk more likely about mutual understanding of the German and French 
foreign policy as this process is described under the competences of the Commission in our 
theory. Since we see a will to share, consult and compromise national policy with other member 
states before taking further action, it is qualified as Europeanization, where according to Cini 
(2010), member states create a relationship and share mutual understanding in order to achieve 
common benefits. 
 
To sum up, the analysis of the Franco-German Declaration we need to recall the main 
arguments that foster the validity of our theory as we understand it. We have witnessed that 
Germany and France called for strengthening of the CFSP and further establishment of 
supportive structures and programs within it. As stated before, we recognize the principles of 
bottom-up Europeanization in relation to this. Moreover, Germany and France showed their will 
to further strengthen CFSP and increase their own capacities, whereas we identify a possibility 
of implementing German and French values into EU policies. 
However, we have reached a conclusion that certain statements in the document were 
explicable with more parts of our theories. Moreover, we saw a contradiction between usage of 
a bottom-up and cross-loading approach in Europeanization. This has left us with a sense of 
confusion towards the description of different Europeanization approaches, caused by the 
theoretical differences between the authors Patrick Muller & Nicole Alecu de Flers, Cini & 
Borragan, Olsen and Ladrech. Therefore, we admit that Olsen has a point when he asks 
whether Europeanization is sufficient to answer the questions of modern political development. 
However, we conclude that it is necessary to pay even more attention to the study of 
Europeanization processes, and in particular the Europeanization dimension of integrated 
perspective, which we see applied to several areas of analysis. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
In order to answer our problem formulation “Has Germany and France participated in the 
Europeanization of CFSP”, we have initially witnessed the German and French attempts to 
develop CFSP through a number of proposals within the joint letter addressed to the EU. Firstly, 
Germany and France has tried to develop CFSP by proposing that it should establish a joint 
working unit, which will represent the collaboration between nationals and the union. According 
to Olsen (2007), this collaboration process indicates the member states willingness to 
Europeanize EU policies through top-down effect. Secondly, Germany and France has tried to 
Europeanize CFSP by proposing that the EU, along with the states, should be more involved in 
CFSP shaping. Moreover, this involvement should cover specific matters for facilitating the 
CFSP decision-making processes. According to Olsen (2007) again, this implies the German 
and French attempt to dissolve likely problematic aspects of the foreign policy and thus develop 
it further. Finally, we have seen that the countries had suggested establishing a single CFSP 
image that would be easily recognized. Referring to Cini and Borragan (2010), this intention 
implies the country’s readiness to Europeanize CFSP. It should be mentioned that such a figure 
was installed in 2011, and we can conclude that Germany and France was partly instrumental in 
addressing the lacking issue of a Foreign Policy Chief. 
More importantly during our analysis we have witnessed how the proposals were initiated and 
formulated by both France and Germany. However despite the joint French and German 
proposals, we have differentiated between German and French proposals. The suggestion of 
establishing a unified character which would represent the EU foreign policy was advocated by 
the French. The High Representative would be responsible of further developing more common 
ideas and understandings, and eventually led to more common European foreign policy. This is 
aligned with the various definitions of Europeanization, which includes the creation of more 
common European understandings and common decisions. We have also emphasized the 
German proposals and analyzed upon these by means of theory.. The suggestions of 
establishing a Joint working unit and introducing Quality Majority Voting were proposed by the 
Germans. Particularly the Joint Working Unit would serve with the purpose of creating more 
common European decisions. One might argue that such a Joint Working Unit could be 
compared or even described as another European institution. According to Olsen European 
institutions are instrumental in exercising Europeanization as they facilitate interaction amongst 
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European actors, which eventually develops into common European policies. From this 
theoretical perspective, the suggested Joint Working Unit can be regarded as an European 
institution attempting to exercise Europeanization by facilitating interaction amongst European 
actors and creating more European common policies. We are well aware that the Joint Working 
Unit was a mere proposal, and will rather point towards the establishment of the European 
External Action Service as a new factual institution facilitating interaction amongst European 
actors.     
In conclusion, we have learned that Germany and France tried to further Europeanize the CFSP 
by means of the initiatives proposed in the joint letter. 
 
Eventually, we reached a conclusion on the Franco-German Declaration. We argue that with 
use of the theory we have proved that Germany and France still wishes to Europeanize CFSP. 
To justify our findings we will emphasize the key arguments. First of all, we saw a proposal on 
strengthening CFSP. This proposal proves Europeanization attempts in accordance with 
Olsen´s theory. It is applicable in a way that Germany and France is trying to solve emerging an 
EU problem with national initiative and preference of cooperation rather than separate action. 
Moreover, the declaration stresses, that Germany and France voluntarily offers its tool for 
European purposes. We argued that bottom-up Europeanization can be traced here as 
Germany and France suggests usage of common instruments. Additionally, Germany and 
France would remain very close to the decision-making process by importing its structures 
under EU, and this is exactly what Olsen relates to Europeanization. Furthermore Germany and 
France brings up new policy by requesting for responsibility over Balkan in order secure stability 
in the region. 
 
Furthermore, the German and French intention to push forward supportive agendas of 
increasing the responsibility sphere of EU foreign policy, testifies to the fact that Germany and 
France attempted to further develop the CFSP which reiterates the notion that Germany and 
France attempted to Europeanize the CFSP. 
Finally, we believe that we successfully applied Europeanization theory on every statement from 
the declaration. Moreover we assume that from the match between the theory and the French 
German proposals we can claim that countries were willing to create a more Europeanized 
foreign policy. Therefore the analysis leaves us convinced that the countries advocates and 
actively participates in Europeanization of CFSP.  
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Above all we have witnessed how the various German and French initiatives can be argued as 
further developing the EU foreign policy and hereby contribute to the Europeanization of the 
CFSP. Based on the mentioned examples above, we believe that we have argued and proved if 
and how the two countries has actively contributed in Europeanizing the CFSP. We 
acknowledge the fact that there might exist a clash of Europeanization approaches, due to the 
different authors and flexible definitions. Moreover we believe that the combined 
Europeanization approach deserves further studies, as it could be applied to different aspects of 
European level politics. Nevertheless we intend to answer our problem formulation, and based 
on the German French posed initiatives we come to the conclusion that the two countries has 
contributed actively in Europeanizing the CFSP, particularly by the Europeanization approach of 
Bottom-up. 
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